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The Interior Health evaluation team identified the need to formalize evaluability assessment as 
part of their evaluation process. Evaluability assessment provides a mechanism to determine 
evaluability and provides a formalized deliverable that would facilitate discussions with 
stakeholders on the steps necessary to prepare the project for program evaluation. In this 
paper, I have provided the necessary background information on evaluability assessment and 
customized a formal yet flexible evaluability assessment process and tool for use by Interior 
Health. This process and tool will help the evaluation team to assess if an evaluation would be 
appropriate, practical, and useful. 
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1. Abstract 
 The Interior Health evaluation team identified the need to formalize evaluability 
assessment as part of their evaluation process. Evaluability assessment provides a mechanism 
to determine evaluability and provides a formalized deliverable that would facilitate discussions 
with stakeholders on the steps necessary to prepare the project for program evaluation. In this 
paper, I have provided the necessary background information on evaluability assessment and 
customized a formal yet flexible evaluability assessment process and tool for use by Interior 
Health. This process and tool will help the evaluation team to assess if an evaluation would be 
appropriate, practical, and useful. 
2. Introduction 
2.1. Purpose of the paper 
 The primary purpose of this paper is to research the current literature on evaluability 
assessment and develop a formalized yet flexible evaluability assessment process for Interior 
Health (IH) to use to assess if an evaluation would be appropriate, practical, and useful. I will 
outline the purpose, methods, and tools required to conduct an evaluability assessment and 
why it is an important step in evaluation. Although evaluability assessment can be used widely, 
the focus of this paper will primarily be on evaluability assessment in public health and, when 
appropriate, in the context of IH. 
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2.2. Literature review 
2.2.1. What is evaluation? 
 Patton (2012) describes evaluation as something that determines “merit, worth, value, 
or significance” (p. 2) by answering three questions “What? So What? Now What? [sic]” (p.3). 
Essentially, program evaluations make judgements about programs to improve their 
effectiveness and/or to inform decisions (Patton, 2012). Table 1 illustrates the four main types 
of evaluation and their purpose. 
Table 1: Types of evaluation 
Type of 
Evaluation 
Purpose of Evaluation 
Impact To investigate changes rendered by a program. (Most appropriate when 
intermediate outcomes have been achieved and stakeholders are trying to 
determine cause-and-effect.) 
Summative To render a judgement about “did it work or not.” (Most appropriate when 
trying to determine the overall effectiveness of a program and measuring 
measures outcomes against pre-determined goals and frameworks.) 
Formative To improve a model. (Most appropriate when there is a knowledge base or a 
model that stakeholders are looking to improve.) 
Developmental To develop something. (Most appropriate in situations where these is not a 
knowledge base or you are adapting to changing conditions or changing 
knowledge). 
Source: Patton, 2009, 2012. 
Table 2 outlines the five program evaluation standards and their intent. These standards guide 
evaluators’ professional practice and are approved as an American National Standard (Joint 
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2014). According to Patton (2012), a key 
principle of a successful evaluation is that evaluations must be utilization-focused, answer 
stakeholder questions, and have stakeholder buy-in and participation. 
 Page 3 of 79 
 
Table 2: Program standards for evaluation 
Program 
Evaluation 
Standard 
Intent of Program Standards 
Utility 
Intended to ensure program stakeholders find the evaluation process and 
products met their needs. 
Feasibility Intended to ensure the evaluation will be effective and efficient. 
Propriety 
Intended to ensure the evaluation will conducted in a manner that is proper, 
legal, fair, right, just, and ethical and considers the welfare of those involved in 
the evaluation and those affected by the results of the evaluation. 
Accuracy 
Intended to ensure the evaluation representations, propositions, and findings 
those in relation to the program’s merit or worth, are dependable and truthful. 
Accountability 
Intended to ensure evaluations are conducted with adequate documentation 
and subsequent metaevaluations that aim to improve the evaluation process 
and products.  
Source: Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation, 2014 
2.2.2. What is evaluability assessment? 
 There is widespread acceptance of the most widely used definition for the term 
evaluability, which is “the extent to which an activity or project can be evaluated in a reliable 
and credible fashion” (Davies, 2013b, p. 9). Conversely, there is no agreement among 
evaluation professionals on the definition of evaluability assessment. In recent listserv threads 
(i.e. Fear, 2014), there has been debate on what constitutes evaluability assessment and no 
clear consensus has been established. In Davies’ (2013b) recent synthesis of the evaluability 
assessment literature, he concludes that although there is a lack of clarity and a great deal of 
variation in what is considered an evaluability assessment, there are two different but 
complimentary concepts. He explains there is evaluability “in principle” and evaluability “in 
practice” (p. 9). “In principle” evaluability assessment examines whether a project can be 
evaluated in its current state based on the project design and Theory of Change. “In practice” 
evaluability assessment examines whether the relevant data will be available for evaluation 
based the systems and capacity of the program. Davies (2013b) goes on to explain that most 
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evaluability assessments examine more than evaluability, such as the practicality and 
usefulness of moving forward with an evaluation. Some evaluability assessments also examine 
the design or framework of a subsequent evaluation, or recommended improvements so the 
project could be evaluated in the future (Davies, 2013b). 
 The definition and purpose for evaluability assessment that I find most straightforward, 
useful, and flexible, is one used by the UNIFEM Evaluation Unit (2009). They define evaluability 
assessment as “a systematic process that helps to identify whether a programme is in a 
condition to be evaluated, and whether an evaluation is justified, feasible and likely to provide 
useful information” (p. 2). The purpose of evaluability assessment as described by UNIFEM is 
“not only to conclude if the evaluation is to be undertaken or not, but also to prepare the 
programme to generate all the necessary conditions to be evaluated” (ibid, p. 2). UNIFEM 
advises that evaluability assessment occurs as a pre-evaluation activity or part way through a 
project to identify areas that need to be improved for an evaluation to take place at a later 
stage in the project (ibid, p. 2). They caution that evaluability assessment “does not replace 
good programme design and monitoring; rather, it is a tool that helps managers to verify 
whether these elements are in place to fill any common gaps [emphasis in original]” (ibid, p. 2).  
 It is also important to note that evaluability assessment is not evaluation. Unlike 
evaluations, evaluability assessments do not make judgements about a program’s 
achievements (Davies, 2013b; Leviton, Khan, Rog, Dawkins, & Cotton, 2010; Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003; Trevisan & Huang, 2003). They instead provide a tool 
to assess if all the elements are in place for a worthwhile evaluation. 
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 It may be helpful to consider evaluability assessment as a “pre-evaluation activity” while 
considering this paper to help distinguish evaluability assessment from a “full evaluation1.” As 
evaluators will notice, there are many elements of evaluability assessments that overlap with 
evaluation planning. In fact, the majority of the information collected from an evaluability 
assessment can be used in a subsequent evaluation. An evaluability assessment is merely the 
formalization of a process to collect specific information that will determine if a program has 
the necessary conditions for a successful evaluation to take place at that time. The process also 
provides specific information about which areas of their program need to be bolstered before a 
meaningful evaluation can take place.  
2.2.3. The origins of evaluability assessment 
 Evaluability assessment was first introduced by Joseph Wholey in the 1970s to improve 
evaluation practice (Cohen, Hall, & Cohodes, 1985; Jung & Schubert, 1983; Rog, 1985; Smith, 
2005; Trevisan & Huang, 2003; Trevisan, 2007; Via Evaluation, 2014). Evaluability assessment 
was categorized as a type of exploratory evaluation, which was originally designed as a pre-
evaluation activity meant to improve and support the outcomes of any subsequent summative 
evaluation (Leviton et al., 2010; Smith, 2005; Trevisan, 2007; Wholey, 2010). Wholey (2010) 
explained that evaluability assessment “assesses the extent to which programs are ready for 
useful evaluation [emphasis added] and helps key stakeholders come to agreement on 
evaluation criteria and intended uses of evaluation information” (p. 3).  
 Evaluability assessment arose in response to the need for more useful information to be 
provided from summative evaluations (Davies, 2013b; Smith, 1990; Smith, 2005; Trevisan, 
                                                     
1 A full evaluation can refer to any type of evaluation (as described in Section 2.2.1) that is completed and includes 
planning, developing, and implementing an evaluation framework. 
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2007). This was due to policy makers’ perceptions that summative evaluations were a waste of 
resources and evaluators’ concerns that they were being asked to evaluate programs with 
unrealistic goals or without objectives and, consequently, were only able to give vague 
evaluations or report on a program’s deficiencies (Leviton et al., 2010; Smith, 1990). Evaluability 
assessments were proposed as a method to reconcile the differences between stakeholders 
and evaluators and increase the probability of a successful evaluation by identifying any 
potential weaknesses prior to evaluation (Smith, 1990; Smith, 2005; Trevisan, 2007). 
Evaluability assessment has been particularly useful in ensuring that only useful data are 
collected during an evaluation and that all stakeholders agree on program goals and objectives 
(Trevisan & Huang, 2003). Evaluability assessment has also been successful in fostering 
stakeholder buy-in to the evaluation process thereby making it more likely that evaluations 
meet the needs of the program and that evaluation results are used by stakeholders (Trevisan 
& Huang, 2003). As mentioned in Section 2.2.1, evaluation utility is an evaluation standard and 
the use of evaluation by stakeholders is a key principle of a successful evaluation (Patton, 
2012). 
2.2.4. Why complete an evaluability assessment? 
 Although the use of evaluability assessment has declined since the early 1980s2 (Smith, 
2005; Trevisan & Huang, 2003), many evaluators argue that evaluability assessment still has an 
integral role in the evaluation process (Dunet, Losby, & Tucker-Brown, 2013; Trevisan & Huang, 
2003; Trevisan, 2007). As alluded to in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.3, the main rationale for 
                                                     
2 There have been many explanations given for the decline of evaluability assessment use including under-
reporting when they are conducted, being seen as an extra expense, a lack of clear methodology, and being seen 
as a pre-evaluation step instead of as a separate process (Davies, 2013, p. 29). 
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completing an evaluability assessment is to reduce the number of poor quality evaluations or 
“pseudo-evaluations” and to ensure that resources are not expended on an evaluation that is 
not worthwhile or useful (Davies, 2013b; Dunet et al., 2013; Leviton et al., 2010; Ruben, 2012). 
A review of evaluations in the Netherlands found that two-thirds of executed private sector 
evaluations could not be used (Ruben, 2012). The primary reason these evaluations were 
unusable was due to poor or weak program design (Davies, 2013a; Ruben, 2012).  
 Evaluability assessments are a useful activity to incorporate into the evaluation process. Evaluability assessments 
help design robust evaluations that are utilization focused, based on stakeholder need, and can provide accurate and reliable 
evidence to support informed decision-making (Dunet et al., 2013; Leviton et al., 2010). Additionally, because evaluability 
assessment is less resource intensive than evaluations, it can be used to prevent evaluation resources from being spent 
when it is premature or unfeasible (Leviton et al., 2010). They provide a quick and comparatively inexpensive means to make 
certain all elements are in place for a successful evaluation. Evaluability assessment can greatly benefit subsequent 
evaluations by leading to the various outcomes including those listed in Table 3. Additionally, Leviton et al. (2010) have 
identified that evaluability assessment not only benefits evaluation teams and the evaluation stakeholders, but also public 
health in general.  
Table 4 lists the benefits to public health described by Leviton et al. (2010, p. 214). 
Table 3: Benefits of evaluability assessment to subsequent evaluations 
1.  Viable evaluation 
2.  Distinction between program failure and evaluation failure 
3.  More appropriate and realistic program and evaluation goals and outcomes 
4.  More accurate estimation of long term program outcomes 
5.  Clear definition of stakeholder needs 
6.  Increased knowledge of which evaluation data are available and obtainable 
7.  Evaluation users who are willing and able to use evaluation results 
8.  Stable program implementation 
9.  Increased investment in the program by stakeholders 
10.  Improved program performance 
11.  Improved program development and evaluation skills of stakeholders 
12.  Increased visibility and accountability for the program 
13.  Clearer administrative understanding of the program 
14.  Better policy choices 
15.  Continued support of the program and of evaluation 
Source: Trevisan & Huang, 2003, Benefits, para. 1; Wholey, 2010, p. 84 
 
Table 4: Benefits of evaluability assessment to public health 
1.  Serving the core public health functions of planning and assurance 
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2.  Building evaluation capacity 
3.  Navigating federal performance measurement requirements 
4.  Translating evidence-based research models into practice 
5.  Translating practice into research by identifying promising practices 
Source: Leviton et al., 2010, p. 214 
2.3. The context: Interior Health 
 IH is the BC Health Authority responsible for providing health services to the residents of 
the Southern Interior of BC. IH serves approximately 16.2% of BC’s total population, which is 
approximately 744,340 people (Strategic Information, 2011). The IH evaluation team has three 
members and serves all of IH as external evaluators3. The exception is that the IH evaluation 
team does not evaluate most programs within the Community Integrated Health Services (CIHS) 
portfolio, which has its own, internal, evaluation team. There are many evaluation projects the 
IH evaluation team is asked to be involved in each year. Because there are limited evaluation 
resources within the organization, the evaluation team has developed an evaluation 
selection/prioritization process. This selection/prioritization process is outlined in Section 10. 
Step 6 of this process indicates that an evaluability assessment should be performed prior to 
planning, developing, and implementing an evaluation framework. However, this stage of the 
selection process has only been formally conducted once at IH. 
2.3.1. Evaluability assessment at Interior Health 
 Evaluability is almost always considered when an evaluator takes on a new project, but 
it is not always formalized. At IH, although evaluability assessment is incorporated into their 
                                                     
3 “Internal evaluators are employed by the program, project, or organization being evaluated. External evaluators 
work as independent contractors” (Patton, 2012, p.96). According to these definitions, the IH evaluation team 
members are “internal evaluators” because they report to someone within the organization and directly depend 
on that organization for their livelihood. However, the IH evaluation team refers to themselves as “external 
evaluators” because they are not directly involved in the projects they evaluate and conduct the evaluations at 
“arms-length.” Thus minimizing bias and maximizing independence, objectivity, and credibility. 
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evaluation selection/prioritization process, this practice has only been documented once in a 
standardized or formal fashion, which was in 2011 (J. Coyle, Personal Communication, March 
12, 2014). For the past two years one of the identified needs of the IH evaluation team has 
been to synthesize the literature on evaluability assessment and to formalize the use of 
evaluability assessment as part of the evaluation process. However, this area has not been a 
top priority for the evaluation team as more pressing priorities have always taken precedence 
for resources.  
 Recent exchanges on the foremost international evaluation listserv, Evaltalk, on 
“Evaluability” (Fear, 2014) have re-stimulated the IH evaluation team’s interest in the use of 
evaluability assessment as a part of formal practice. A response by Tom Grayson (2014) was of 
particular interest because the post provided a “usable and working definition” of evaluability 
assessment (J. Coyle, Personal Communication, January 22, 2014). Grayson’s (2014) post 
described evaluability assessment as “a tool to verify whether [the necessary] elements are in 
place” to move forward with an evaluation by “looking at the practicality and usefulness of 
doing an evaluation through discussions with stakeholders.”  
  Within the last year, there have been at least five IH programs where a systematic 
evaluability assessment approach would have revealed programs which were not ready for 
evaluation (J. Miller, Personal Communication, February 28, 2014). There were a variety of 
reasons why an evaluation was not the appropriate step including: stakeholders were not ready 
to make use of the evaluation results, the program had not been in place long enough to see 
the types of outcomes the stakeholders were looking to achieve, or a lack of clarity about what 
was being evaluated (J. Miller, Personal Communication, February 28, 2014). Having a 
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formalized evaluability assessment process in place to provide a mechanism to determine 
evaluability would have identified these issues early, provided documentation to the 
stakeholders about the areas that needed to be improved to move forward with a successful 
evaluation, ensured the appropriate type of evaluation is being used, and would have 
conserved evaluation resources.  
 Evaluability assessment is a re-emerging method being used in the evaluation field 
(Leviton et al., 2010). The IH evaluation team assessed that a flexible evaluability assessment 
process that could work with any type of evaluation would be a useful part of their evaluation 
process (J. Miller, Personal Communication, February 28, 2014). By formalizing an evaluability 
assessment process, the evaluation team could proactively assess if an evaluation would be 
appropriate, practical, and useful. 
2.3.2. The opportunity to incorporate evaluability assessment in standard 
practice at Interior Health 
 As mentioned, the evaluation team at IH have discussed that evaluability assessment 
should be a part of their evaluation practice. Evaluability assessment was included in their 
“Evaluation Selection Process” (Figure 1), but was never formally executed in practice. In recent 
years there have been a number of instances where the evaluation process was “not very easy 
or suitable” or the evaluation team “struggle[d] to figure out what ‘type of evaluation’” was 
most suitable (J. Coyle, Personal Communication, January 22, 2014).  
In January 2014, the Director of Performance & Evaluation at Interior Health re-
identified the need to formalize evaluability assessment practice as a part of their evaluation 
process (J. Coyle, Personal Communication, January 22, 2014). A project lead within the 
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evaluation team to establish a standardized evaluability process and/or tool needed to be 
identified and resources within the team were limited. Fortunately, circumstances arose in 
which I, an evaluation capstone student, was able to take on this project and assist the IH 
evaluation team in developing a formalized evaluability assessment process and tool as part of 
IH’s evaluation process.  
3. Methods 
 The approach used to develop the evaluability assessment tool was participatory and 
utilization focused. James Coyle, Director of Performance & Evaluation, and Jennifer Miller, 
Evaluation Analyst, were interviewed to establish the elements that would need to be a part of 
the evaluability assessment process and how an evaluability assessment tool would have been 
useful in past evaluations. These were unstructured interviews using a free attitude interview 
approach. My core question was “what is the evaluability assessment need for the evaluation 
team?” 
 After establishing the evaluability assessment need and history at IH, I looked through 
the recent Evaltalk thread (Fear, 2014) for any articles mentioned by the authors. One article of 
particular interest was by Dr. Rick Davies (2013b), which included a bibliography of 131 
documents (2013a) that were published from the inception of evaluability assessment in 1979 
to 2013. I reviewed the bibliography and accessed relevant articles. To look for additional 
literature I used Google Scholar, MedLine, CINAHL, and PsychINFO with the search term(s) 
“evaluability” or “evaluability assessment” looking for relevant published literature between 
1970 and present. I identified 64 documents that were of particular interest and I was able to 
access 57 of these publications for a more thorough review. These publications included journal 
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articles, books, reports, web pages, and presentations (see Section 13 for list of these 
publications). 
 I developed and customized an Evaluability Assessment Process (Section 4) suited to the 
IH evaluation team’s needs and created an Evaluability Assessment Tool (Section 11). Section 5 
shows an example of an evaluability assessment for a requested evaluation at IH using this 
Evaluability Assessment Process and includes recommendations for discussion with the 
stakeholders. Section 12 is an example of how the tool can be used in conjunction with the 
Evaluability Assessment Process. In Section 6, I discuss the limitations of the process. 
4. The evaluability assessment process 
4.1. When should an evaluability assessment be used? 
4.1.1. Types of Evaluations 
 Although evaluability assessments were originally conceived for use with summative 
evaluations, today evaluability assessments are used with any type of evaluation (Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003; Patton, 2012; Trevisan & Huang, 2003; 
UNIFEM Evaluation Unit, 2009). Evaluability assessment can be used for any type of activity, 
project, portfolio, legislation, or policy initiative and used in a wide variety of disciplines and 
fields (Davies, 2013a; Trevisan, 2007). In the literature, evaluability assessments are linked 
mostly to formative and summative evaluations (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, 2003; UNIFEM Evaluation Unit, 2009); however, Patton (2012, p. 58) describes the 
use of evaluability assessment to help any program get ready for evaluation. In fact, evaluability 
assessment may help programs realize that they are not ready for a formal formative or 
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summative evaluation, and instead more program development and/or a developmental 
evaluation would be a more suitable next step (Patton, 2012; Rog, 1985).  
4.1.2. Timing 
 According to my research, evaluability assessment is most appropriate when the 
“evaluation is aimed at improving the efficiency or effectiveness of a specific program” 
(Wholey, 1979), p. 53). The findings of an evaluability assessment may determine that an 
evaluation should be focused more on developing a program, but the initial focus of the 
evaluation request will have been aimed at evaluating the efficiency or effectiveness of the 
program. Evaluability assessments can be used during the planning stages or mid-term review 
of a project to identify areas to improve project design with respect to evaluation, or used as 
part of the evaluation process to identify evaluation constraints early in the process (Davies, 
2013a; UNIFEM Evaluation Unit, 2009). When an evaluability assessment should be completed 
largely depends on the needs and resources of an organization (Davies, 2013a). Evaluability 
assessments do have a resource cost associated with them and require skilled evaluation 
professionals to implement them4 (Leviton et al., 2010; Smith, 2005; Trevisan & Huang, 2003); 
thus, in resource limited organizations such as at IH, it is likely that evaluation assessments will 
take place after an evaluation request has been initiated. In such instances, evaluability 
assessments are not only assessing program evaluability, but also likely to inform the design of 
the evaluation as well as determine if the timing of the evaluation is appropriate.  
                                                     
4 See Section 4.2 “Who should implement evaluability assessments?” for further information. 
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4.2. Who should implement evaluability assessments? 
 One of the questions I was asked to address during my interviews with the IH evaluation 
team was “who could lead an evaluability assessment?” The literature is relatively clear on this 
point. Evaluability assessments require a great deal of skill and experience to implement 
properly (Davies, 2013b; Leviton et al., 2010; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention, 2003; Smith, 2005). They require the ability to negotiate with stakeholders and a 
deep understanding of the evaluation process as well as knowledge and understanding of the 
program (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003; Smith, 2005). The 
literature concludes that evaluability assessment should be led by an evaluator, but users of the 
evaluation and those most familiar with the program should be a part of the evaluability 
assessment team to ensure a successful, efficient, and comprehensive assessment (Leviton et 
al., 2010; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003; Trevisan & Huang, 2003). 
This will generate an evaluability assessment team that is comprised of those knowledgeable 
about the program and those knowledgeable about evaluation and the required criteria for a 
successful evaluation. 
 Davies (2013b) suggests that evaluability assessments should be led by independent, 
third party evaluators to minimize bias and reduce the risk of a conflict of interest. However, in 
all situations, evaluators should be aware that there is the potential for bias when becoming 
involved with the program during an evaluability assessment and making decisions about 
investing further evaluation resources into the program (Davies, 2013b; Smith, 2005). There is 
also a possibility for a conflict of interest when an evaluator could lose revenue by determining 
that a program is not currently evaluable (Davies, 2013b; Smith, 2005). It may be advised that 
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prior to making decisions about moving forward with an evaluation, a second evaluator, who is 
not involved with project, review the primary evaluator’s assessment to ensure they agree with 
the conclusions. 
4.3. Evaluability assessment processes in the literature 
 One of the short-comings of evaluability assessment was that no formal methodology 
were established when it was first originated and the methods that were later developed by 
Smith in 1989 did not receive much attention due to lack of promotion by the publisher and the 
almost unattainable cost of the publication (Smith, 2005). However, recently evaluability 
assessment has re-emerged in the literature and more easily accessible information and 
methods are available (Leviton et al., 2010) and today there are many examples of evaluability 
assessment methods in the literature. Section 14 is a list of the methods I have reviewed in 
detail.  
 To develop a customized process for IH, I used aspects from the eight most 
comprehensive methods. These methods were in: Davies, 2013, p. 19-21; Gunnarsson, 2012; 
Leviton et al., 2012; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003; Reimann, 
2012; Smith, 1989; Thurston , Graham, & Hatfield, 2003; and Trevisan & Huang, 2003, Methods 
and Process. The customized tool for IH was developed from the criteria outlined in: Davies, 
2013, p. 19-21; International Labor Organization, 2011, p. 5-7; Smith, 1989; UNIFEM Evaluation 
Team, 2009, p. 3-4. Figure 2 outlines the process I used to develop and revise the Evaluability 
Assessment Process for IH. 
 There were many commonalities between the evaluability assessment methods in the 
literature and, in general, the methods outlined are consistent with each other. The major 
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differences are how the steps of evaluability assessment are ordered or labelled and what is 
included in each step. Trevisan & Huang (2003) suggest that the steps for evaluability 
assessment should not be a “lock-step linear process” (Method and Process, para. 2), but 
instead should be a flexible process that takes into account context and purpose. I have taken 
this suggestion and, using my best judgement and input from the Director of Evaluation at IH, I 
have a customized evaluability assessment process with elements configured in the most 
suitable fashion for IH. I have included all the suggested elements from the literature although 
the language and criteria within these elements are shaped to suit the purposes of IH.  
4.4. Recommended steps for evaluability assessment at IH 
 Sections 4.4.1 to 4.4.7 are the suggested elements for an evaluability assessment 
process at IH based on their current evaluation procedures and a brief explanation of each 
element. Although there is an inherent sequence to the elements of the evaluability 
assessment, they are not meant to be rigidly-ordered. Some of the elements are likely to occur 
simultaneously and in a cyclical fashion. Section 11 is an Evaluability Assessment Tool to use 
concurrently with this Evaluability Assessment Process to record the evaluability assessment 
findings.  
4.4.1. Element 1: Determine if the project is an evaluation 
 At IH, the evaluation team must first determine if they are the most suitable 
department for the project (Figure 1). This determination should be incorporated as part of the 
evaluability assessment process. As Figure 1 shows, evaluation projects are received by the IH 
evaluation team via two mechanisms: through an evaluation request or through a proactive 
evaluation scan by the evaluation team. Upon receiving the evaluation request/opportunity, 
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the evaluation team then must determine if the request/opportunity is in fact an evaluation or 
if it is best suited for another service such as: research, audit, information management, patient 
experience, quality improvement, monitoring, or elsewhere. 
4.4.2. Element 2: Determine project priority and the team most likely to 
conduct the evaluation 
 After completing Element 1, the evaluation team must determine the priority of the 
evaluation and who will most likely complete the evaluation. Based on the project priority, the 
evaluation team will work with stakeholders to determine who will lead the evaluation. This 
may be the IH evaluation team, the IH CIHS evaluation team, a private consultant, or the 
program itself with support from the IH evaluation team. IH evaluation project team support 
happens in two ways. The first is through coaching or consultation and the second is through 
the program evaluation cohort series. If the evaluation is conducted by or supported by the IH 
evaluation team, an evaluability assessment should take place prior to an evaluation. If a 
consultant is hired by IH, the evaluation team should first conduct an evaluability assessment to 
ensure it is worthwhile hiring an external evaluator (i.e. consultant) prior to the resources being 
spent. 
4.4.3. Element 3: Identify and review program documentation 
 Identifying and reviewing program documentation will familiarize the evaluator with the 
program, including its vision, mission, purpose, goals, objectives, and any other descriptions 
(Leviton et al., 2010). This review will orient the evaluator to the program and highlight any 
areas where there is little or no documentation or gaps in the program logic that should be 
discussed with stakeholders (Gunnarsson, 2012; Thurston & Potvin, 2003). The evaluator should 
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also review the clarity, ownership, availability, relevance, and potential quality of any data that 
would be subsequently collected during an evaluation, as well as the capacity of the systems 
and staff to provide the necessary data during an evaluation (Davies, 2013b). The Evaluability 
Assessment Tool in Section 11 lists the key elements that should be included in this 
documentation, such as program proposals, progress reports, previous evaluation reports, 
impact assessments, studies, a theory of change, any logic models, etc. 
4.4.4. Element 4: Identify and engage intended evaluation users and other key 
stakeholders 
 “There are five key variables that are absolutely critical in evaluation use. They are, in 
order of importance: people, people, people, people, and people” (Patton, 2012, p. 61). The 
intended users of the evaluation and any other potential stakeholders need to be involved right 
from the outset. An evaluability assessment provides the first opportunity during the evaluation 
process to engage with stakeholders. At this stage, all key stakeholders and their roles should 
be identified, especially those who are gatekeepers to information (Leviton et al., 2010; 
Thurston & Potvin, 2003). Engaging stakeholders will garner their support and commitment to 
the evaluation process and provide an opportunity for stakeholder participation (Leviton et al., 
2010; Thurston & Potvin, 2003). The Evaluability Assessment Tool in Section 11 provides space 
to list key stakeholders and their roles. 
 Discussions with stakeholders will provide the opportunity to clarify and fill in any gaps 
in the documentation and identify their expectations of the evaluation (Davies, 2013b). 
Interviews with stakeholders early in the process will identify areas where the reality of the 
program differs from the description of the program and any goals, objectives, etc., which may 
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have changed since the last update of the formal documentation (Leviton et al., 2010; Thurston 
& Potvin, 2003). This is also the opportunity for the evaluator to assess whether there are any 
disagreements between stakeholders about any aspects of the program including its purpose, 
objectives, or information needs (Leviton et al., 2010; Thurston & Potvin, 2003). Site visits may 
be a useful method to validate if the model is working as described and as intended (Smith, 
1989). Evaluator observations and documentation of staff experiences can help identify where 
there are differences between the documentation and the reality of the program (Smith, 1989) 
Seeing the program in action will allow the evaluator to find out key information about who, 
when, where and how data is collected and stored and the quality and reliability of the process 
and the data (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003). 
4.4.5. Element 5: Prepare a logic model  
 A logic model is a useful way of depicting a program rationale in a sequential series. 
They generally include resources/inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts (W.K. 
Kellogg Foundation, 2001). They could also include risk factors/barriers and assumptions (W.K. 
Kellogg Foundation, 2001). Fundamentally, a logic model outlines your planned work and your 
intended results (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2001). Logic models are often used in program 
planning as well as in evaluations to provide a framework for the evaluation and focus the 
evaluation on what is important to stakeholders (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2001).  
 The logic model provides the opportunity for the stakeholders to clearly see a graphical 
representation of their program (W.K. Kellogg Foundation, 2001). A logic model developed 
during an evaluability assessment would be no different from one developed during evaluation 
however it could differ from one developed during program planning. Introducing, reviewing, 
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or revising the logic model during evaluability assessment will capture the current stage of the 
program as well as the planned future state (Thurston & Potvin, 2003). This offers a way for 
evaluators to test assumptions (Leviton et al., 2010; Thurston & Potvin, 2003). Different 
stakeholders may have different ideas of or assumptions about aspects of the program theory 
or there may be gaps in the program logic. A graphical model depicting the program, or a 
portion of the program, is an effective tool for assisting stakeholders to come to an agreement 
about the program model (Thurston & Potvin, 2003). If the program model is sound, the 
evaluator should work with stakeholders to ensure program objectives are SMART: specific, 
measurable, achievable, realistic and time limited (Thurston & Potvin, 2003; W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation, 2001). If there are large gaps in the logic model, this may indicate that it is still too 
early for an effective formative or summative evaluation (Patton, 2012). At this stage, the 
evaluator may find it useful to discuss a developmental evaluation with the stakeholders, which 
may lead to substantial program changes and prepare the program for a later formative or 
summative evaluation (Patton, 2012). 
4.4.6. Element 6: Assess if the program is plausible 
 An evaluability assessment needs to assess if the program is plausible (Leviton et al., 
2010; Thurston & Potvin, 2003). Plausibility gauges whether a program can expect to have its 
proposed intended impact given its current activities and resources (Davies, 2013b). Although it 
is unlikely that the programs that request an evaluation at IH will not be plausible, the literature 
I have reviewed all agree that this is an important step of an evaluability assessment. As such, I 
have suggested its inclusions in the IH Evaluability Assessment Process and after review and 
discussion the Director of Evaluation has agreed with this suggestion. Based on Elements 3 to 5, 
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further discussions with the stakeholders, and review of current literature, the evaluator should 
be able to determine if the program outputs are deliverable and the program outcomes likely 
to be achieved in the given timeframe (Leviton et al., 2010; Thurston & Potvin, 2003) and 
whether there is general agreement that the program is plausible among the stakeholders from 
different levels of the organization that are most involved with the program (Davies, 2013b). 
The evaluator should also ascertain if there is a logical link between program resources, 
activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts (Davies, 2013b). An evaluation is futile if a program 
has unrealistic goals and objectives because these goals would never be met regardless of how 
well the program is performing (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003). 
Table 5 below outlines the conditions that should exist for a program to be considered 
plausible. 
Table 5: Conditions necessary for a program to succeed 
1.  Clear intentions aimed to bring about change 
2.  
Reasonable on-going and planned activities that are linked to the 
expected outcome 
3.  
Sufficient quality and quantity of activities to exert influence on the 
expect outcome 
4.  
Sufficient number and type of resources to support the implemented and 
planned activities 
Source: Smith, 1989, p. 115 
4.4.7. Element 7: Determine evaluation focus and intended use 
 At this stage the evaluators need to work with stakeholders to determine the evaluation 
parameters (Wholey, 2010). These would include: 
1. Data to be collected on specific program inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes; 
2. Data analyses; 
3. Evaluation timeframe; and 
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4. Intended use of evaluation results. 
(Wholey, 2010, p. 88) 
 Another aspect to look at during this stage of the evaluability assessment is whether 
enough time has passed to address the intended/preliminary evaluation questions. 
4.4.8. Element 8: Assess time, resources and data required to proceed with an 
evaluation 
 This step will look at all resources required for the evaluation based on the information 
garnered from the evaluability assessment. The evaluation team, intended users, and 
stakeholders must have the capacity and resources to participate in an evaluation and use 
evaluation results. Additionally, any data necessary to successfully evaluate the program should 
be accessible by the evaluator. 
4.4.9. Element 9: Determine if the program is suitable for evaluation 
 The results of an evaluability assessment are not usually absolute but will fall on a 
spectrum from “fully evaluable” to “not evaluable” with the two end points being the clear case 
of “yes, evaluate” and “no, do not evaluate” (Reimann, 2012). However, most programs will 
generally fall somewhere in the middle with the program needing little to substantial 
improvements in order to be considered suitable for evaluation (International Labour 
Organization, 2011; Reimann, 2012). 
4.4.1. Element 10: Discuss evaluability assessment findings and conclusions 
with stakeholders 
 The findings and conclusions from the evaluability assessment should be discussed with 
program stakeholders. The findings could include improvements to the program or program 
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logic, recommendations for monitoring systems or capacity development, the identified 
evaluation questions that were of primary interest to the stakeholders, and any possible 
evaluation designs (Davies, 2013b, p. 17). The recommendations should also include a specific 
action plan on the utilization of the evaluation findings. All the recommendations should be 
made interactively with the key stakeholders in the context of the program taking into 
consideration the organizations ability to act of the recommendations (Smith, 1989)   
5. Description of applying the evaluability assessment process and tool  
 The evaluation department at IH received a request to evaluate a redesign of a program 
structure within IH. The evaluation was established as a student project with support from the 
Director of the evaluation team. Element 1 and Element 2 of the Evaluability Assessment 
Process (see Section 4) were relatively straightforward because the project was previously 
identified as an evaluation and the resources were established prior to the start of the 
evaluation. Funding support for a student to conduct the original evaluation was provided by 
the program. I conducted a formative evaluation of the program (hereafter call “Project A”) in 
May to July of 2013 and a follow-up summative evaluation was scheduled to be conducted in 
early 2014.  
 In early 2014, I began the evaluation process for the summative evaluation. As I carried 
out the evaluation planning process, I began to question if Project A was ready for the 
summative evaluation. This consideration only became apparent so early in the process 
because of recent discussions among the IH evaluation team about evaluability assessment. As 
a team, we determined that Project A would be a good candidate for an evaluability 
assessment. At the time, there was no evaluability assessment process or tool in place at IH. 
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The process was created as I assessed Project A and the tool was created to be used with the 
evaluability assessment process. The Evaluability Assessment Process is outlined in Section 4 
and the Evaluability Assessment Tool in Section 11. The Evaluability Assessment Tool that has 
been filled out as an example for Project A and can be seen in Section 12. 
 As I had already started building the evaluation plan for the Project A evaluation, I had 
already identified, received, and begun reviewing the relevant program documentation. Section 
12 Element 3 outlines where the program documentation was complete and were there was 
room for improvement. Based on these findings, I recommend that the documentation for 
Project A be updated to reflect current program state. Additionally, program indicators should 
be updated to reflect current objectives and outcomes. 
 Element 4 of the process suggests engaging relevant stakeholders. For this evaluability 
assessment only members of the leadership team were interviewed because it became 
apparent that there was a need for further development of program activities and more time 
needed to pass before another evaluation would be useful.  
 A logic model was previously developed for Project A and there was general agreement 
between stakeholders that the objectives of the program could be achieved given the planned 
interventions within the lifespan of the project. However, all Directors agreed that the logic 
model needed to be updated to reflect current state and facilitate strategic planning. As part of 
the evaluability assessment recommendations, I suggested further developing and updating the 
logic model and offered my assistance in facilitating this activity.  
 During stakeholder interviews, preliminary evaluation questions were identified (see 
Section 12 Element 7 for a list of the questions). However, not enough time had elapsed since 
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the transition to the new structure or since the previous evaluation to realize any program 
changes. Based on stakeholder interviews, and a subsequent meeting with all the Directors, it 
was decided that Project A was not currently in a state to make use of evaluation findings nor 
would there be enough data to answer the questions the stakeholders were most interested in 
answering. 
 As outlined above, through the process of an evaluability assessment and answering 
focused questions about evaluability, I concluded with interactive discussions with the 
stakeholders that it was too early for a second evaluation. I recommended that the leadership 
team of Project A should work towards updating their documentation and working toward 
accomplishing the recommendations from the previous evaluation prior to conducting a 
summative evaluation of the transition. The stakeholders would like to revisit the possibility of 
a summative evaluation in January 2015.  
6. Limitations 
6.1. Evaluability assessments assume rationality 
 Evaluability assessments assume that there is a rational, orderly and static 
model/process underlying the program (Smith, 1989). In real-world scenarios this assumption 
does not usually hold true (Smith, 1989). This means that many, if not all, evaluability 
assessments will find some evaluability criteria that are not met (Smith, 1989). As such, an 
evaluator should expect every evaluability assessment they conduct to conclude that the 
program is “unevaluable” (Smith, 1989, p. 144). But this does not mean a program cannot be 
evaluated, merely that evaluators should work closely with stakeholders to develop an action 
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plan to focus improvements to the program in areas that would “disable an evaluation” (Smith, 
1989, p. 144).  
 In my discussion with the IH evaluation team, we established that the number and 
criteria that were missing from the Evaluability Assessment Tool would guide the evaluator at 
IH in determining if an evaluation would be worthwhile. There could be instances where too 
many criteria would “disable an evaluation” and the evaluator would decide to not evaluate the 
program at that time or the evaluator may instead suggest a developmental evaluation, which 
has a purpose of developing or adapting a model to changing or emergent conditions within an 
organization. 
6.2. Bias and conflict of interest 
 An evaluator can become very involved with the stakeholders of a program during and 
evaluability assessment (Smith, 1979, p, 149). As discussed in Section 4.2, this can lead to bias 
or a conflict of interest when deciding if further resources should be invested in the program 
(Davies, 2013b; Rog, 1985; Smith, 1989). Smith (1989) proposes two solutions: 1) require a 
different evaluator for the evaluability assessment and the evaluation; or 2) ensure the 
methodology for both the evaluability assessment and the evaluation are above reproach. I 
propose a third solution, which is to have a second evaluator review the findings and 
recommendations of the evaluability assessment to ensure they reach similar conclusions.  
 This area was particularly relevant for my work on the evaluability assessment example 
in Section 5. I had previously worked with the program team and, because my Master’s 
capstone was dependent on completing this evaluation, I had a vested interest in the program 
evaluation going forward as planned. I had to put my own interests aside and work with 
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stakeholders to determine what was best for the program at that time. During the course, and 
upon completion, of the evaluability assessment, I met with the Director of the Evaluation 
Team to discuss my findings to ensure we would make similar recommendations. He agreed 
with my conclusions, and these results were discussed with the stakeholders and a plan was 
developed to ensure success of a future evaluation. 
6.3.  Need for depth and assessment of program reality 
 It is necessary to complete all the steps of an evaluability assessment and to ensure 
depth of coverage within each step (Smith, 1989). In order to be effective, an evaluability 
assessment must probe deeply into each question. A program may look developed on paper, 
but could lack depth of content or not be implemented as outlined in the program 
documentation (Smith, 1989, p. 150), which could only be discovered by careful review of 
documentation and in-depth interviews/discussions with program stakeholders. An evaluator 
must delve deeply into the content of the program and stakeholder perceptions in order to 
make determinations about the program logic and substance (Smith, 1989). Additionally, the 
harder questions about program plausibility need to be answered to ensure the overall 
program impacts will indeed be met (Smith, 1989, p. 150). Wholey (1979) suggests that site 
visits are the only way to obtain this information in any real depth. He asserts that interviews 
with key personnel and careful observations are necessary to ensure all the information is 
acquired to determine if a program is evaluable (Wholey, 1979). However, given the geographic 
distribution within Interior Health and the reduced funding toward travel, site visits may prove 
challenging and could limit the information that can be collected about a program’s reality. 
Although I would agree that site visits would the optimal way of obtaining information about 
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the reality of a program, other methods can also be used. Document reviews and multiple 
interviews with stakeholders would reveal at least some of this information. This was the 
method I employed for the example evaluation described in Section 5 and it proved to provide 
at least partial information about the reality of the program. 
 While moving through the evaluability assessment elements for my example program, I 
could see how it would be easy to just cover the surface of each criterion. It is necessary for the 
evaluability assessment to look at the program in depth otherwise the assessment will not have 
as much meaning. For instance, while reviewing the example program’s logic model (Section 5), 
I could have indicated that the logic model was complete. The program did have an established 
logic model and, without an in-depth review, it would have appeared that the model was 
complete. However, once discussions with stakeholders were conducted and a detailed review 
of the current program status was complted, it became clear that revisions were necessary to 
reflect the current status of the program.  
6.4. Evaluability assessments take time and resources 
  Evaluability assessments take time. There is potential for stakeholders to perceive that 
an evaluability assessment is a waste of time because they require both the evaluator and the 
stakeholders to input resources into another “step” prior to the evaluation. However, the 
majority of the information necessary for an evaluability assessment would also need to be 
collected for an evaluation. As mentioned, an evaluability assessment could be considered a 
pre-evaluation activity that formalizes “the process to collect specific information that will 
determine if a program has the necessary conditions for a successful evaluation to take place at 
that time” (Section 2.2.2). If an evaluation proceeds, then the information collected can be used 
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in the evaluation. If the evaluation does not move forward, then the evaluability assessment 
will have saved the organization resources by not conducting a full evaluation that would likely 
have been unsuccessful. Evaluability assessment can be considered part of the evaluation 
process, instead of as an extra step to the process 
 While working on the evaluability assessment, I saw first-hand that the information I 
was collecting would also be the information I would collect during the evaluation planning 
process. However, while collecting the information I used a different lens while I was reviewing 
it. This evaluability lens helped me to realize that the program I was working with was not yet 
ready for a summative evaluation. They needed more time to realize their outcomes and to 
further develop activities to reach those outcomes. Resources were not wasted, because if we 
had decided to move ahead with a full summative evaluation, I would have used the 
information already collected to develop and evaluation plan. Instead, I had saved resources 
but not moving ahead with the evaluation, which likely would have shown the program had not 
yet achieved their intended outcomes and that there was little to no change since the program 
baseline was established.  
6.5. Presenting evaluability assessment findings and ensuring use 
 The findings from an evaluability assessment should be reported back to decision 
makers. It is essential that the evaluator discusses the evaluability assessment findings and 
recommendations with stakeholders so that they become aware of any potential problems with 
the program model and how, and if, they can be addressed. Wholey (1979) suggests that this 
stage of the evaluability assessment can be quite lengthy and involved in order to ensure that 
the findings are useful to stakeholders. An evaluator should plan to devote an extended period 
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of time to work with stakeholders to clarify and implement the suggested changes (Wholey, 
1979, p. 82). 
 This limitation is likely the most familiar to evaluators. Communicating findings and 
promoting use are essential parts of evaluation (Patton, 2012). The same skills and techniques 
used by evaluators during evaluations will likely be used in communicating evaluability 
assessment findings and promoting their use. I found this procedure familiar and comfortable 
while discussing the evaluability assessment findings and recommendations with the 
stakeholders of the example program. It was not very different from discussion evaluation 
findings; however, I did find I needed to have clarity when discussing “evaluability” to ensure 
the stakeholders understood why we were not moving forward with a full summative 
evaluation. (See Section 6.6 which further discusses the “perception of evaluability.”) 
6.6. Perception of evaluability  
 There is a risk when conducting evaluability assessments that stakeholders will be 
confused by the concept of evaluability and its purpose (Davies, 2013b). Stakeholder may think 
evaluability assessment is the same as evaluation (Davies, 2013b) or they may be intimidated 
by the term. Evaluators must ensure they explain the purpose and focus of an evaluability 
assessment to manage stakeholder expectations and garner stakeholder support. This will 
establish the foundation for an effective evaluability assessment and ensure an uptake of any 
suggested program improvements (Davies, 2013b). 
 This was one area that we discussed during an evaluation meeting between the IH 
evaluation team and the CIHS evaluation team. As evaluators, we need to discuss evaluability in 
language that is easy for stakeholders to understand. In my opinion, this is one of the most 
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difficult tasks because it can be difficult to describe the differences between evaluability 
assessment and other areas of evaluation such as evaluation planning or formative or 
developmental evaluations. Based on my review, I would recommend using the description I 
proposed in Section 2.2.2. Evaluability assessment is a pre-evaluation activity “that helps to 
identify whether a programme is in a condition to be evaluated, and whether an evaluation is 
justified, feasible and likely to provide useful information” (UNIFEM Evaluation Unit, 2009, p. 2), 
which does not make judgements about a program’s achievements but instead concludes if an 
evaluation should be undertaken or not and provides information about how to prepare a 
program to generate all the necessary conditions to be evaluated (Davies, 2013b; Leviton, Khan, 
Rog, Dawkins, & Cotton, 2010; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003; 
Trevisan & Huang, 2003; UNIFEM Evaluation Unit, 2009). This will be further discussed in 
Section 7. 
7. Discussion 
 The evaluability assessment provides a preliminary plan for an evaluation. The individual 
elements of the Evaluability Assessment Process outlined in Section 4 are not new concepts to 
the evaluator. Most, if not all, of the elements are part of an evaluator’s “tool-kit” during 
evaluation planning and execution. So why is evaluability assessment a worthwhile process to 
invest valuable resources? This is a question that has arisen during evaluability assessment 
discussions amongst the IH evaluation team while I have been creating this process. For the IH 
evaluation team, there are two main benefits for conducting an evaluability assessment: 
1. It is a systematic, formal process that answers specific questions about the program and 
a subsequent evaluation, which focuses the evaluator on a specific question “is a 
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program evaluation justified, feasible and likely to provide useful information” (Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003, p. 5); and 
2. An evaluability assessment process provides a means for documenting the analysis, 
findings and recommendations and thus provides a rationale for evaluability decisions 
and a platform for discussions with stakeholders about evaluability and needed program 
improvements. 
 The other area of evaluability assessment that members of the IH evaluation team have 
struggled with, including me, is how do we describe the distinction between evaluability 
assessment and evaluation?  First and foremost, unlike evaluations, evaluability assessments do 
not make judgements about a program’s achievements (Davies, 2013b; Leviton, Khan, Rog, 
Dawkins, & Cotton, 2010; Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003; Trevisan 
& Huang, 2003). An evaluation, which requires more time and effort than an evaluability 
assessment, looks at the components of a program and assesses whether they are used and 
how they are used (Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 2003, p. 6). An 
evaluability assessment looks at those same components but only to ensure they are 
accessible, usable, and sufficient for an evaluation. An evaluability assessment is meant to 
improve future evaluations by defining what is important to both the evaluator and the 
stakeholders. It provides information to the evaluator about what is important to the program 
and information to the stakeholders about where the program has weaknesses in relation to an 
evaluation. Overall, an evaluability assessment addresses three broad issues: 
1. Program design; 
2. Availability of program information; and 
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3. The institutional context of the program. 
(Davies, 2013b) 
I have found the most useful way to distinguish between evaluability assessment and 
evaluation is by considering evaluability assessment as a part of an evaluation. I see it as taking 
the information that is usually gathered as part of the evaluation planning stage and then using 
that information to determine if a full evaluation is suitable and appropriate at that time and, if 
so, if any minor or major improvements to the program, program documentation, or program 
logic are necessary prior to the evaluation. 
 I used the described Evaluability Assessment Process and Evaluability Assessment Tool 
for one assessment thus far. Moving through the process was straightforward, although not all 
areas of the criteria in the Evaluability Assessment Tool were applicable. Moving forward I 
suggest testing the proposed criteria in the Evaluability Assessment Tool in real-world situations 
to establish which are necessary and which can be omitted in the IH context. Some of these 
criteria may need to be revised for greater understanding or usability. 
 There are currently two evaluation requests with the IH evaluation team. Over the 
coming weeks/months, I will be using the Evaluability Assessment Process and Evaluability 
Assessment Tool to see if there are any as yet unidentified limitations of the method or if there 
needs to be further revisions to the methods in order for it to be useful for the IH evaluation 
team as part of their formalized evaluation process. 
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8. Critical reflection on my role as a public health practitioner as it 
relates to evaluation and evaluability assessment  
 One of the “Core Public Health Competencies” for Simon Fraser University’s (SFU) 
Masters of Public Health program is:   
CC8. Policy and Program Planning, Implementation, and Evaluation: Identify 
program and policy options relevant to population and public health issues, 
design and implement population and public health programs, and develop 
appropriate methods of monitoring and evaluation [emphasis in original). 
(Faculty of Health Sciences, SFU, 2011, p. 5) 
Evaluation is an area of practice in which I feel very much at home. It has fit well with my career 
goals in public health and links nicely with the competencies and requirements of the public 
health program at SFU. 
 My first experience with evaluation as a concept was during my HSCI 826 – Program 
Planning and Evaluation in the 2013 spring semester. Almost immediately I could see that 
evaluation was an area that I seemed to naturally fit. The evaluation process was logical to me 
and I effortlessly picked up and applied evaluation concepts. My first exposure to an actual 
evaluation was during my practicum with Interior Health. This experience was eye-opening for 
me because it aligned so well with my own skills, experiences, and strengths. Yet, the practicum 
still offered me an opportunity to challenge myself and stretch my abilities. I was able to grow 
as a public health practitioner and as a person. From this experience I could easily see myself in 
a career as an health care evaluator and wanted to explore this area further during my 
capstone project. 
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 Early this year I was asked to conduct a second evaluation on the program that I had 
worked with during my practicum. I immediately began to work through an evaluation plan 
with the key stakeholders. In a book review of Evaluability assessment: A practical approach, 
John Richards (1992) claimed that evaluators, including himself, tend make the “assumption 
that all programs or projects could and probably should be evaluated” (p. 75) and, as I have 
demonstrated in this report, evaluability assessment demonstrates that we should not make 
this assumption. I had made this assumption and fallen into this evaluator mindset. Fortunately, 
recent discussion at IH had prompted our team to begin looking at using evaluability 
assessment as a part of our evaluation process. Because of these conversations, I was able to 
modify my approach early in the process and conduct an evaluability assessment. I concluded 
that the program was not ready for a “full-fledged” evaluation. Instead, the program needed 
more time to clarify some of their program outcomes and objectives and to carry out the 
recommendations from the first evaluation and other identified activities to achieve some of 
their intermediate term outcomes. The evaluability assessment saved time and resources by 
identifying early that an evaluation was not the appropriate course of action at that time.  
 Going through the evaluability assessment process and working with the stakeholders to 
identify what they really needed, showed me that by slowing down and taking the time to look 
at what should be in place before proceeding with an evaluation can be beneficial to all parties. 
This lesson applies to many, if not all, aspects of my practice in public health. It is not just the 
evaluation process that can benefit from a more structured and thoughtful outset. I feel by 
looking thoroughly into the rationale of evaluability assessment I have gained a better 
understanding of both evaluation and planning in general. 
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 Researching evaluability assessment as my capstone project offered me the opportunity 
to really reflect on my own approach to evaluation and other areas of public health. Too often 
in practice, I find that I rush into projects without taking the time to reflect and assess whether 
my approach is suitable or appropriate for the task at hand. As Richards (1992) described, 
evaluators tend to charge “headlong into a ‘full-fledged’ evaluation without thinking ‘is there 
anything I ought to do first?’” (p. 75). This describes me well. I am a "full speed ahead" kind of 
person, and evaluability assessment has made me reflect and realize that careful consideration 
needs to occur prior to moving ahead into something that might not be necessary or 
appropriate. This topic has made me see evaluation and my public health practice through a 
different lens. I feel I have taken many lessons from this capstone project and I hope to apply 
them in my public health practice.  
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10. Appendix I: Figures 
  
Figure 1: IH Evaluation Team Selection / Prioritization Process (Nov 2012 Draft 1.3) 
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Figure 2: Process used to develop the IH evaluability assessment process and tool 
 
  
Detailed review of 24 examples of evaluability assessment 
methods.
•Identified 8 sources for the elements of the IH Evaluabilty Assessment 
Process and 4 sources  for the criteria used for each element in the 
Evaluabilty Assessment Tool.
Assessed the key evaluabilty assessment elements and their 
corresponding questions that were most appropriate for IH.
Established the Evaluabilty Assessment Process for IH.
•Reviewed the Evaluabilty Assessment Process with IH Director of 
Evaluation and revised the process.
Applied the process in an example of an evaluabilty 
assessment at IH.
Identified limitations of the process and next steps.
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11. Appendix II:  Evaluability assessment tool 
 I have developed the Evaluability Assessment Tool for Interior Health’s evaluation team 
based on the information provided by and the checklists and tools contained within the 
resources listed in Section 14. Specific references are listed at the bottom of Table 6. The 
headings of each section match the Evaluability Assessment Process outlined in Section 4. I 
recommend that any comments that arise from using the Evaluability Assessment Tool be 
written in a separate document that will form the basis of an Evaluability Assessment Report 
and/or an Evaluation Framework. 
Table 6: Evaluability assessment tool 
Evaluability Assessment Tool 
Project Name:  
Prepared by:  
Version Date:  
Proposed evaluation 
timeline: 
 
Element 1: Determine if the project is an evaluation 
General Comments on Element 1 
 
Key Questions Response Recommendation 
Is the request an 
evaluation project? 
□Yes  
No.  
□It is an evaluation 
Refer project to: 
□Research 
□Audit 
□Information Management / 
Strategic Information  
□ Patient experience 
□Quality Improvement 
□Other: 
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Element 2: Determine project priority and the team most likely to conduct the 
evaluation 
General Comments on Element 2 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
What is the program 
priority? 
□IH Strategic Priority 
□MOH Mandated 
□Health Canada or PHAC 
Mandated 
□IH VP/SET Sponsored/Priority 
□High potential impact of the 
project 
□Other:  
The project priority is: 
□Very High  
□High  
□Medium  
□Low  
□Not a priority  
What team is likely to 
take on the new 
evaluation project? 
□ IH evaluation team 
□ IH program team with IH 
evaluation team coaching 
/consultation 
□ IH program team through the 
program evaluation cohort series 
□ CIHS evaluation team 
□External consultant 
□Other:  
 
Is the program team 
providing funding for the 
evaluation?  
□Yes 
□No 
 
Element 3: Identify and review program documentation 
General Comments on Element 3 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Is there a complete set of 
documents available for 
review? (I.e. program 
proposal, progress 
reports, evaluations, 
impact assessments, 
studies, theory of change, 
etc.) 
□Complete  
□Incomplete  
 
□High quality 
□Poor quality 
 
□No documentation available 
□Other: 
 
Is the purpose of the 
program clearly defined? 
□Clearly defined 
□Partially defined 
□Undefined 
□Other: 
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Are the long-term impact 
and outcomes clearly 
identified?  
□Clearly identified 
□Partially identified 
□Unidentified 
□Other: 
 
Are the resources needed 
and proposed activities 
toward achieving the 
outcomes clearly 
defined? 
□Clearly defined 
□Partially defined 
□Undefined 
□Other: 
 
Is there logical 
consistency between 
program components?  
□Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Are program objectives 
clearly relevant to the 
needs of the target 
group? 
□Clearly relevant 
□Relevant but needs improvement  
□Not relevant 
□Other: 
 
Does the program have 
SMART indicators on key 
areas? Will these 
indicators capture the 
relevant information? 
□Specific 
□Measurable 
□Attainable 
□Realistic 
□Timely 
□Will capture the relevant 
information 
□Indicators will not capture the 
relevant information 
□No indicators have been set 
□Other: 
 
Is there baseline data 
available or is there a 
specific and feasible plan 
in place for collecting 
baseline data? 
□Baseline data is available 
□Baseline data is available but it is 
insufficient 
□There is a specific and feasible 
plan for collecting baseline data 
□There is a plan for collecting 
baseline data that needs 
improvement 
□There is no baseline data or plan 
for collecting baseline data 
□Other: 
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Is data being collected for 
indicators/evidence and is 
it sufficient? 
(quantitative/qualitative) 
□Data is being collected and it is 
sufficient 
□Data is being collected but it is 
insufficient 
□Data is not being collected 
□Unknown 
□Other: 
 
Is there a clearly defined 
and sufficient rubric or 
other criteria in place by 
which to assess the data? 
□There is clearly defined criteria 
□There is sufficient criteria 
□There is criteria in place but it is 
not clearly defined nor sufficient 
□There is no criteria in place 
□Other: 
 
Is there consistency in the 
way the program logic is 
described across program 
documentation? 
 
□Consistent 
□Somewhat consistent 
□Poorly consistent 
□Not consistent 
□There is not documentation on 
program logic 
□Other: 
 
Element 4: Identify and engage intended evaluation users and other key stakeholders 
General Comments on Element 4 
 
Key Stakeholder(s) Role Comments 
Name Title and role in evaluation  
   
Key Questions Response Comments 
To what extent are 
different stakeholders 
holding similar views 
about the program 
objectives and how they 
will be achieved? 
□Similar 
□Somewhat similar 
□Dissimilar  
□Completely divergent  
□Other: 
 
Is there consistency in the 
way the program logic is 
described in program 
documentation and in 
how stakeholders 
describe the program 
logic? 
 
□Consistent 
□Somewhat consistent 
□Poorly consistent 
□Not consistent 
□There is not documentation on 
program logic 
□Other: 
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To what extent are actual 
program practices similar 
to program 
documentation? 
□Similar 
□Relatively similar 
□Dissimilar  
□Completely divergent  
□Other: 
 
Element 5: Prepare a logic model 
General Comments on Element 5 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Has a logic model been 
clearly defined? 
□Complete 
□Needs minor improvements 
□Needs major improvement 
□Does not exist 
□Other: 
 
Has a progress monitoring 
system been defined 
including actions to be 
undertaken to record 
progress? 
□System well established 
□System established but needs 
minor improvements 
□System established but needs 
major improvements 
□System not established 
□System not necessary 
□Other: 
 
Has a risks monitoring 
system been defined, 
including actions to be 
undertaking to achieve 
this? 
□System well established 
□System established but needs 
minor improvements 
□System established but needs 
major improvements 
□System not established 
□System not necessary 
□Other: 
 
Element 6: Assess if the program is plausible 
General Comments on Element 6 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Are the overall program 
goals well defined? 
□Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Are program activities 
well defined and 
sufficient? 
□Well defined 
□Sufficient 
□Neither well defined nor 
sufficient  
□Other: 
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Are there adequate 
resources to implement 
the activities? 
□Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Is there a continuous 
causal chain linking the 
activities to the final 
impact? (See Element 5) 
□Continuous causal chain 
□Causal chain needs minor 
improvements 
□Causal chain needs major 
improvements 
□Causal chain does not link 
activities and impact 
□Other: 
 
Do stakeholders agree 
that the program 
objectives could be 
achieved, given the 
planned interventions, 
within the program 
lifespan 
□Agree 
□Mostly agree 
□Mostly disagree 
□Disagree 
□Other: 
 
Is it likely that the 
program objectives could 
be achieved, given the 
planned interventions, 
within the program 
lifespan?  
□Very Likely 
□Likely 
□Somewhat likely 
□Unlikely 
□Not likely  
□Other: 
 
Is there evidence from 
elsewhere that the 
program objectives could 
be achieved, given the 
planned interventions, 
within the program 
lifespan? 
□There is well document evidence 
available 
□There is some evidence available 
□There is no evidence available 
□Other: 
 
Element 7: Determine evaluation focus and intended use 
General Comments on Element 7 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Who will be the primary 
users of the evaluation?  
□See comments 
□Unknown 
 
Are primary evaluation 
users available to help 
define the evaluation 
framework and 
participate in the 
evaluation? 
□Available to define evaluation 
framework 
□Available to participate in 
evaluation 
□Unavailable  
□Other 
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What do stakeholders 
want to know? (i.e. What 
evaluation questions are 
relevant to whom?) 
□See comments 
□There is no agreement among 
stakeholders on evaluation 
questions 
□Unknown 
 
Are the preliminary 
evaluation questions 
realistic given the 
program logic, current 
state of the program, and 
availability of data and 
resources? 
□Realistic 
□Needs minor improvements 
□ Needs major improvements 
□Unrealistic 
□Other: 
 
Will evaluation results 
likely be useful? 
□Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Have ethical risks of the 
program been considered 
and are they being 
mitigated? 
□Considered 
□Mitigated 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Are any ethical issues that 
may arise during an 
evaluation likely to be 
mitigated? 
□Yes 
□No 
□Other: 
 
Will stakeholders be able 
to manage negative 
findings? 
□Yes 
□No 
□Other: 
 
Element 8: Assess time, resources and data required to proceed with an evaluation 
General Comments on Element 8 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Are key stakeholders 
accessible? 
□Yes 
□No 
□Unknown 
□Other: 
 
Are there sufficient 
evaluation resources 
available? (i.e. time, FTEs, 
funding, skills) 
□Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Unknown 
□Other: 
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Is this an appropriate 
time to do an evaluation? 
(I.e. Will the evaluation 
have impact on decision 
making or strategic 
planning? Has enough 
time passed for there to 
be useful lessons that can 
be extracted? Are the 
evaluation questions 
relevant to current 
activities/outcomes?) 
□Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Unknown 
□Other: 
 
Is critical data accessible, 
and of good quality? 
□Data is accessible  
□Data is of good quality 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Element 9: Determine if the program is suitable for evaluation 
General Comments on Element 9 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Is the program evaluable? □Fully evaluable 
□Mostly evaluable: can improve 
□Limited evaluability: needs 
substantial improvement 
□Not evaluable 
□Other: 
 
What is the evaluability 
follow-up? 
□Evaluate the program 
□Make changes to the program 
and evaluate at a later time 
□Make changes to the program 
and no further action 
□Decide to stop the program 
□Other: 
 
What type of evaluation 
is recommended? 
□Summative 
□Formative 
□Developmental  
□Other: 
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Element 10: Discuss evaluability assessment findings and conclusions with 
stakeholders 
General Comments on Element 10 
 
Key areas to Include Comments 
□Program evaluability conclusions 
□Recommended evaluation designs 
□Recommended evaluation timing 
□Recommended improvements to the program or 
program logic 
□Recommendations for monitoring systems or 
capacity development 
□Identified evaluation questions that were of 
primary interest to the stakeholders 
□Recommended specific steps for utilization of 
the evaluability assessment data (i.e create an 
action plan with stakeholders) 
 
 
Sources: Davies, 2013, p. 19-21; International Labor Organization, 2011, p. 5-7; Smith, 1989; UNIFEM Evaluation Team, 2009, 
p. 3-4. 
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12. Appendix III: Example of evaluability assessment tool in practice 
 As described in Section 5, I conducted and evaluability assessment earlier this year. The 
tool below is filled out as an example of how the tool can be used in practice. Section 5 gives a 
more detailed explanation of the Evaluability Assessment Process and its findings. I have 
colored the comments for this evaluability assessment in red for clarity. 
Evaluability Assessment Tool 
Project Name: Project A 
Prepared by: Jennifer Gilchrist 
Version Date V1.0 February 18, 2014 
Proposed evaluation 
timeline: 
Evaluation to be completed by June 2014 
Element 1: Determine if the project is an evaluation 
General Comments on Element 1 
 
Key Questions Response Recommendation 
Is the project an 
evaluation? 
Yes  
□No.  
The project is an 
evaluation 
Refer project to: 
□Research 
□Audit 
□Information Management / 
Strategic Information  
□ Patient experience 
□Quality Improvement 
□Other: 
Element 2: Determine project priority and the evaluation team’s capacity 
General Comments on Element 2 
 
Key Questions Response Recommendation 
What is the program 
priority? 
□IH Strategic Priority 
□MOH Mandated 
□Health Canada or PHAC 
Mandated 
□IH VP/SET Sponsored/Priority 
□High potential impact of the 
project 
Other: Student project 
The project priority is: 
□Very High  
□High  
□Medium  
□Low  
□Not a priority  
 Page 55 of 79 
 
What team is likely to 
take on the new 
evaluation project? 
□ IH evaluation team 
□ IH project team with IH coaching 
/consultation 
□ IH project team through the 
program evaluation cohort series 
□ CIHS evaluation team 
Other: Student project with 
support from the IH evaluation 
team. 
This evaluation should be 
carried out by: 
□IH evaluation team 
□IH project team through the 
evaluation cohort series 
□IH project team with 
coaching by and/or in 
consultation with the IH 
evaluation team 
□IPCC evaluation team 
□External consultant 
□Other: 
Is the program team 
providing funding for the 
evaluation?  
□Yes 
No 
 
Element 3: Identify and review program documentation 
General Comments on Element 3 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Is there a complete set of 
documents available for 
review? (I.e. program 
proposal, progress 
reports, evaluations, 
impact assessments, 
studies, theory of change, 
etc.) 
Complete  
□Incomplete  
 
High quality 
□Poor quality 
 
□No documentation available 
□Other: 
The documentation is very 
complete for this project. 
Evaluation was an intended 
goal at the project outset. All 
program documentation and 
previous evaluation 
frameworks and reports 
were available for review. 
Is the purpose of the 
program clearly defined? 
Clearly defined 
□Partially defined 
□Undefined 
□Other: 
 
Are the long-term impact 
and outcomes clearly 
identified?  
Clearly identified 
□Partially identified 
□Unidentified 
□Other: 
 
Are the resources needed 
and proposed activities 
toward achieving the 
outcomes clearly 
defined? 
□Clearly defined 
Partially defined 
□Undefined 
□Other: 
The resources needed and 
proposed activities are 
clearly defined but need to 
be updated to reflect the 
current status of the 
program. 
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Is there logical 
consistency between 
program components?  
Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Are program objectives 
clearly relevant to the 
needs of the target 
group? 
Clearly relevant 
□Relevant but needs improvement  
□Not relevant 
□Other: 
 
Does the program have 
SMART indicators on key 
areas? Will these 
indicators capture the 
relevant information? 
□Specific 
□Measurable 
□Attainable 
□Realistic 
□Timely 
□Will capture the relevant 
information 
□Indicators will not capture the 
relevant information 
No indicators have been set 
□Other: 
Indicators were clearly 
identified for a previous 
evaluation, but these 
indicators will need to be 
updated or reassessed.  
Is there baseline data 
available or is there a 
specific and feasible plan 
in place for collecting 
baseline data? 
Baseline data is available 
□Baseline data is available but it is 
insufficient 
□There is a specific and feasible 
plan for collecting baseline data 
□There is a plan for collecting 
baseline data that needs 
improvement 
□There is no baseline data or plan 
for collecting baseline data 
□Other: 
There is baseline data from a 
previous evaluation. 
Is data being collected for 
indicators/evidence and is 
it sufficient? 
(quantitative/qualitative) 
□Data is being collected and it is 
sufficient 
□Data is being collected but it is 
insufficient 
Data is not being collected 
□Unknown 
□Other: 
There is no data being 
collected for indicators. 
Reports and updates are 
being recorded which can be 
reviewed as part of an 
evaluation. 
Is there a clearly defined 
and sufficient rubric or 
other criteria in place by 
which to assess the data? 
□There is clearly defined criteria 
□There is sufficient criteria 
□There is criteria in place but it is 
not clearly defined nor sufficient 
There is no criteria in place 
□Other: 
Criteria need to be 
established to assess the 
data. 
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Is there consistency in the 
way the program logic is 
described across program 
documentation? 
 
Consistent 
□Somewhat consistent 
□Poorly consistent 
□Not consistent 
□There is not documentation on 
program logic 
□Other: 
 
Element 4: Identify and engage intended evaluation users and other key stakeholders 
General Comments on Element 4 
The key stakeholders have been intentionally left blank for the purposes of this example. Titles 
have been inserted as examples of who may be relevant to have preliminary discussions. In 
other instances, more managers, staff or front-line workers may be appropriate to have 
discussions with as well. 
Key Stakeholder(s) Role Comments 
Name Title and role in evaluation  
 Vice President, Department  
 Director, Department 1  
 Director, Department 2  
 Director, Department 3  
Key Questions Response Comments 
To what extent are 
different stakeholders 
holding similar views 
about the program 
objectives and how they 
will be achieved? 
□Similar 
Relatively similar 
□Dissimilar  
□Completely divergent  
□Other: 
There is general agreement 
among the stakeholders on 
the project objectives and 
how they will get there. The 
program logic needs to be 
updated to ensure the 
activities and outcomes are 
still relevant.  
Is there consistency in the 
way the program logic is 
described in program 
documentation and in 
how stakeholders 
describe the program 
logic? 
Consistent 
□Relatively consistent 
□Poorly consistent 
□Not consistent 
□There is not documentation on 
program logic 
□Other: 
The program logic needs 
updating. 
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To what extent are actual 
program practices similar 
to program 
documentation? 
Similar 
□Relatively similar 
□Dissimilar  
□Completely divergent  
Other: 
Although program practices 
are similar to program 
documentation, the activities 
to achieve full capacity are 
still ongoing. More time is 
needed to attain program 
objectives. 
Further discussions with on 
the ground staff would be 
useful to ensure practices are 
sufficient to achieve goals. 
Because we concluded early 
in the evaluability 
assessment process that a 
full evaluation would not 
move forward, I did not have 
any discussions with 
managers or front-line staff. 
Element 5: Prepare a logic model 
General Comments on Element 5 
A logic model was previously developed. Through discussions with stakeholders, it was 
determined that the logic model needs to be updated to reflect current state. 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Has a logic model been 
clearly defined? 
□Complete 
Needs minor improvements 
□Needs major improvement 
□Does not exist 
□Other: 
The logic model needs to be 
update to reflect current 
state. 
Has a progress monitoring 
system been defined 
including actions to be 
undertaken to record 
progress? 
□System well established 
□System established but needs 
minor improvements 
□System established but needs 
major improvements 
□System not established 
□System not necessary 
Other: 
For the objectives of this 
evaluation, a monitoring 
system was not necessary. A 
monitoring system may be 
necessary for other areas but 
was not discussed at this 
time. 
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Has a risks monitoring 
system been defined, 
including actions to be 
undertaking to achieve 
this? 
□System well established 
□System established but needs 
minor improvements 
□System established but needs 
major improvements 
□System not established 
□System not necessary 
Other: 
A risk inventory has been 
completed and discussed 
amongst the leadership 
team. There is not 
monitoring system 
established per se, but there 
is a risk assessment process. 
Element 6: Assess if the program is plausible 
General Comments on Element 6 
Yes, the program is plausible. 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Are the overall program 
goals well defined? 
Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Are program activities 
well defined and 
sufficient? 
Well defined 
Sufficient 
□Neither well defined nor 
sufficient  
Other: 
 
Are there adequate 
resources to implement 
the activities? 
Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Is there a continuous 
causal chain linking the 
activities to the final 
impact? (See Element 5) 
Continuous causal chain 
□Causal chain needs minor 
improvements 
□Causal chain needs major 
improvements 
□Causal chain does not link 
activities and impact 
□Other: 
 
Do stakeholders agree 
that the program 
objectives could be 
achieved, given the 
planned interventions, 
within the program 
lifespan 
Agree 
□Mostly agree 
□Mostly disagree 
□Disagree 
□Other: 
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Is it likely that the 
program objectives could 
be achieved, given the 
planned interventions, 
within the program 
lifespan?  
Very Likely 
□Likely 
□Somewhat likely 
□Unlikely 
□Not likely  
□Other: 
 
Is there evidence from 
elsewhere that the 
program objectives could 
be achieved, given the 
planned interventions, 
within the program 
lifespan? 
□There is well document evidence 
available 
□There is some evidence available 
□There is no evidence available 
Other: 
There is documented 
evidence on the theory of 
change that is behind the 
program logic.  
Element 7: Determine evaluation focus and intended use 
General Comments on Element 7 
In consultation with the evaluator, the stakeholders determined that it was too early for an 
evaluation. They felt they were still acting on recommendations from the previous evaluation 
and change was still in progress. It was determined that no measurable change would be 
noticed between the previous evaluation and now. 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Who will be the primary 
users of the evaluation?  
See comments 
□Unknown 
The primary users of the 
evaluation will be the 
program’s leadership team. 
Some of the evaluation 
findings may be used by the 
senior executive team at the 
organization as well. 
Are primary evaluation 
users available to help 
define the evaluation 
framework and 
participate in the 
evaluation? 
Available to define focus 
□Available to participate in 
evaluation 
□Unavailable  
□Other 
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What do stakeholders 
want to know? (i.e. What 
evaluation questions are 
relevant to whom?) 
See comments 
□There is no agreement among 
stakeholders on evaluation 
questions 
□Unknown 
Some of the questions 
included: 
What are the gaps between 
what the staff expect now or 
expected from the transition 
and what is in place now? 
Where are the gaps between 
what is and isn’t working well 
(structure, processes, local, 
global, internal, external) 
Where has the transition 
made an impact and how? 
(processes, clarity, advocacy, 
support, clinical, financial, 
education, structure) 
Are we heading in the right 
direction to meet PPL and 
staff expectations of the 
structural change? 
Is there anything we said we 
would do, or there was an 
expectation that we would 
do, that we have not done or 
met? 
What do our clinicians really 
need from leadership right 
now? 
 
Are the preliminary 
evaluation questions 
realistic given the 
program logic, current 
state of the program, and 
availability of data and 
resources? 
□Realistic 
□Needs minor improvements 
□ Needs major improvements 
Unrealistic 
□Other: 
It was too early to answer 
the questions that were 
identified by stakeholders. 
The stakeholders concluded 
that they needed more time 
to identify what information 
they needed/wanted to 
know from an evaluation. 
They determined that they 
would like to update their 
strategic priorities and 
outcomes prior to 
establishing evaluation 
criteria. 
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Will evaluation results 
likely be useful? 
□Yes 
No (see comments) 
□Other: 
The stakeholders concluded 
that they were not currently 
in a state to make use of 
evaluation findings. They 
were still acting on the 
recommendations of the 
previous evaluation, and 
needed more time to allow 
for change. They felt there 
would be no measurable 
change between an 
evaluation now and the 
previous evaluation. 
Have ethical risks of the 
program been considered 
and are they being 
mitigated? 
Considered 
Mitigated 
□No (see comments) 
□Other: 
 
Are any ethical issues that 
may arise during an 
evaluation likely to be 
mitigated? 
Yes 
□No 
□Other: 
 
Will stakeholders be able 
to manage negative 
findings? 
Yes 
□No 
□Other: 
 
Element 8: Assess time, resources and data required to proceed with an evaluation 
General Comments on Element 8 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Are key stakeholders 
accessible? 
□Yes 
□No 
□Unknown 
□Other: 
 
Are there sufficient 
evaluation resources 
available? (i.e. time, FTEs, 
funding, skills) 
Yes 
□No (see comments) 
□Unknown 
□Other: 
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Is this an appropriate 
time to do an evaluation? 
(I.e. Will the evaluation 
have impact on decision 
making or strategic 
planning? Has enough 
time passed for there to 
be useful lessons that can 
be extracted? Are the 
evaluation questions 
relevant to current 
activities/outcomes?) 
□Yes 
No (see comments) 
□Unknown 
□Other: 
As discussed under Element 
7, the timing of would not be 
optimal for an evaluation. 
Not enough time has lapsed 
since the previous evaluation 
and the transition itself. 
Is critical data accessible, 
and of good quality? 
□Data is accessible  
□Data is of good quality 
□No (see comments) 
Other: 
As discussed, although the 
data would be accessible, it 
would not answer the 
relevant questions.  
Element 9: Determine if the program is suitable for evaluation 
General Comments on Element 9 
 
Key Questions Response Comments 
Is the program evaluable? Fully evaluable 
Mostly evaluable: can improve 
□Limited evaluability: needs 
substantial improvement 
□Not evaluable 
Other: 
Although the program is 
mostly evaluable, it is an 
inappropriate time to do an 
evaluation. 
What is the evaluability 
follow-up? 
□Evaluate the program 
Make changes to the program 
and evaluate at a later time 
□Make changes to the program 
and no further action 
□Decide to stop the program 
□Other: 
 
What type of evaluation 
is recommended? 
□Summative 
□Formative 
□Developmental  
□Other: 
N/A 
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Element 10: Discuss evaluability assessment findings and conclusions with 
stakeholders 
General Comments on Element 10 
 
Key areas to Include Comments 
Program evaluability conclusions 
□Recommended evaluation designs 
Recommended evaluation timing 
Recommended improvements to the program 
or program logic 
□Recommendations for monitoring systems or 
capacity development 
Identified evaluation questions that were of 
primary interest to the stakeholders 
Recommended specific steps for utilization of 
the evaluability assessment data (i.e. create an 
action plan with stakeholders) 
 
The evaluability assessment findings were 
discussed with the stakeholders on 
February 18, 2014. At that time, the 
stakeholders decided to forego an 
evaluation until updates to the program 
strategic plan and outcomes had been 
completed and more time had passed 
since the previous evaluation. A member 
of the evaluation team was asked to 
attend their strategic planning session 
meeting in April 2014 to assist the 
leadership team in updating their program 
logic model. 
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